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Sir: 



RECEIVED 

Response to Interview Summary p^g _ g 2994 

GROUP 3600 



The present communication responds to the Interview Summary mailed from the 
Patent Office on January 13, 2004 regarding a telephone interview held on January 7, 
2004 between the undersigned attorney and the Examiner in the above-identified 
application. The undersigned attorney wishes to thank the Examiner for preparing the 
Interview Summary. However, the undersigned attorney wishes to clarify a couple of 
misstatements in the Interview Summary. 

The Interview Summary states that the undersigned attorney agreed with the 
Examiner that claim 1, as well as other independent claims with similar limitations, has 
"certain ambiguity." Although the undersigned attorney agreed that it might be possible 
to improve certain portions of the claim language, at no time during the interview did he 
ever agree that claim 1 , or any other claim for that matter, was ambiguous. To the 
contrary, throughout the interview, the undersigned attorney steadfastly maintained that 
all of the claims in the present application met or exceeded the threshold requirements 
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of clarity and precision set forth by 35 U.S.C. §112 and reflected in §2173.02 of the 
MPEP. 

The Interview Summary further states that the undersigned attorney agreed with 
the Examiner's position on the proper usage of the applied reference (U.S. Patent No. 
6,1 16,402), and "pointed out that the applicant would like to file a petition to change the 
priority of the current application..." To the contrary, at no time did the undersigned 
attorney indicate that applicant would file a petition to change the priority of the present 
application. The undersigned attorney did, however, raise the possibility that the 
applicant might choose to amend the present application to include a priority claim to 
U.S. Patent No. 6,116,402 as a Continuation-ln-Part application. 

If the Examiner has any questions or believes another telephone conference 
would expedite prosecution of this application, the Examiner is encouraged to call the 
undersigned at (206) 359-6351 . 



Correspondence Address: 
Customer No. 25096 
Perkins Coie LLP 
P.O. Box 1247 

Seattle, Washington 981 1 1 -1247 
(206) 359-8000 



Respectfully submitted, 
Perkins Coie LLP 




Stephen E. Arnett 
Registration No. 47,392 
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